
































a	toolkit	to	help	schools	contribute	to	the	prevention	of	violent	extremism.			The	Toolkit	aims	to:		 1. raise	awareness	amongst	schools	of	the	threat	from	violent	extremist	groups	and	the	risks	for	young	people	2. provide	information	about	what	can	cause	violent	extremism,	about	preventive	actions	taking	place	locally	and	nationally	and	about	where	schools	can	get	additional	information	and	advice	
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What	causes	‘extremism’?	In	addressing	the	question	‘what	can	make	a	young	person	susceptible	to	adopting	extremist	views	and	supporting	violence?’	(DCSF,	2008,	p.	17),	the	Toolkit	presents	‘available	evidence’	based	on	advice	from	The	Quilliam	Foundation	–	‘an	independent	UK-based	think	tank	created	by	former	activists	who	have	rejected	extremism’	(p.	19)	and	provider	of	Radicalisation	Awareness	Programme	Training	for	teachers	and	other	local	authority	workers	on	how	to	spot	signs	that	‘could	indicate	a	young	person	is	being	influenced	by	Al	Qaida-associated	extremists’	(p.	19).		Although	the	text	acknowledges	that	‘there	is	no	single	profile	of	a	person	likely	to	become	involved	in	extremism,	or	single	indicator	of	when	a	person	might	move	to	adopt	violence	in	support	of	extremist	ideas’	(p.	19),	the	inclusion	of	a	list	of	five	‘triggers’	that	‘may’,	or	are	‘likely	to’,	influence	a	young	person’s	decision	to	become	involved	with	‘extremism’,	gives	the	impression	that	it	is	possible	to	‘spot	a	terrorist	in	your	classroom’.		The	five	‘triggers’	cited	are:		 1. May	begin	with	a	search	for	answers	to	questions	about	identity,	faith	and	belonging	2. May	be	driven	by	the	desire	for	‘adventure’	and	excitement	3. Maybe	driven	by	a	desire	to	enhance	the	self	esteem	of	the	individual	and	promote	their	‘street	cred’	4. Is	likely	to	involve	identification	with	a	charismatic	individual	and	attraction	to	a	group	which	can	offer	identity,	social	network	and	support’	5. Is	likely	to	be	fuelled	by	a	sense	of	grievance	that	can	be	triggered	by	personal	experiences	of	racism	or	discrimination	(DCSF,	2008,	p.	17).	The	notion	of	‘identity	crisis’	is	frequently	cited	as	a	‘risk	factor’	in	the	‘psychology	of	terrorism’	literature	that	underpins	the	Prevent	strategy	and	initiatives	such	as	Learning	Together	to	be	Safe.		The	hypothesis	is	that	‘identity	threat’	may	pose	particular	difficulties	for	young	British	Muslims	as	they	struggle	to	reconcile	being	British	and	being	Muslim	(Wiktorowitz,	2005).		It	is	claimed	that	such	‘within-person’	conflicts	may	then	provide	an	opportunity	for	‘extremist’	narratives	to	prey	on	‘vulnerable’	minds	(see	Coppock	&	McGovern,	2014,	for	a	fuller	critique	of	the	construction	of	children	and	young	people’s	‘vulnerability	to	radicalisation’).		However,	there	is	very	little	research	that	supports	the	alleged	link	between	potential	identity	crisis	and	engagement	with	an	‘extremist’	group.		As	with	the	‘evidence’	from	The	Quilliam	Foundation,	most	research	in	this	area	is	based	on	retrospective	case	studies	of	‘extremists’,	most	
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of	which	are	highly	personal,	inevitably	subjective	and	lack	the	level	of	scientific	rigour	that	would	render	them	reliable	as	predictors	of	potential	future	behaviour.		Yet	it	is	precisely	this	kind	of	shaky	‘evidence’	that	underpins	the	risk	assessment	tools	that	teachers	and	practitioners	are	now	directed	to	use	in	their	everyday	work	with	children	and	young	people	(Coppock	&	McGovern,	2014;	Her	Majesty’s	Government,	2012b).		In	his	systematic	review	of	the	scholarly	literature	on	the	process(es)	of	radicalisation	(particularly	among	young	people),	and	the	availability	of	interventions	to	prevent	‘extremism’,	Christmann	(2012)	concludes,	‘the	evidence	base	for	effective	preventing	violent	extremism	interventions	is	very	limited.	Despite	a	prolific	output	of	research,	few	studies	contained	empirical	data	or	systematic	data	analysis’	(p.	4).		Notwithstanding	these	empirical	weaknesses,	there	is	a	fundamental	conceptual	and	ontological	problem	in	the	framing	of	those	characteristics	of	personhood	that	are	presented	as	indicative	of	a	‘susceptibility	to	violent	extremism’	(DCSF,	2008,	p.	17,	listed	above).		In	this,	features	of	‘normal’	personal	and	social	development	–	‘a	search	for	answers	to	questions	about	identity,	faith	and	belonging’;	‘a	desire	for	‘adventure’	and	excitement’;	‘a	desire	to	enhance…self	esteem’;	‘identification	with	a	charismatic	individual	and	attraction	to	a	group	which	can	offer	identity,	social	network	and	support’	–	are	reframed	as	psychopathological	traits	associated	with	a	propensity	towards	‘violent	extremism’.		The	work	of	former	CIA	officer,	Marc	Sageman,	(another	high	profile	contributor	to	the	‘psychology	of	terrorism’	literature)	is	significant	here.		Sageman	(2004)	has	developed	what	is	known	as	the	‘bunch	of	guys’	theory	in	which	he	identifies	informal	social	networks,	peer	groups	and	friendship	and	kinship	bonds	as	primary	sites	for	the	cultivation	of	‘extremism’.		In	particular,	the	bonds	of	childhood	and	youth	friendships	are	central	to	Sageman’s	conceptualisation	of	the	formation	of	‘risky	identities’	that	may	be	linked	to	the	‘causes	of	terrorism’.		These	discursive	constructions	are	also	gendered,	resting	predominantly	on	the	imagined	‘threat’	of	Muslim	masculinities	and	young	Muslim	men	as	a	‘new	folk	devil’	(Alexander,	2000),	and	they	are	instrumental	in	providing	ideological	justification	for	normalising	state	practices	of	discipline	and	social	control	of	Muslim	boys	and	young	men,	in	the	name	of	national	security.		
Disassembling	the	‘citizenship	education’	narrative	in	Learning	Together	to	
be	Safe	In	the	introduction	to	Learning	Together	to	be	Safe	Ed	Balls	(former	UK	Secretary	of	State	for	Children,	Schools	and	Families)	states:		 Education	can…[equip]	young	people	with	the	knowledge,	skills	and	reflex	to	think	for	themselves,	to	challenge	and	to	debate…giving	young	people	the	opportunity	to	learn	about	different	cultures	and	faiths	and,	
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crucially,	to	gain	an	understanding	of	the	values	we	share	(DCSF,	2008,	p.	3).		He	goes	on:		 Exploring	ideas,	developing	a	sense	of	identity	and	forming	views	are	a	normal	part	of	growing	up.	Schools	can	support	young	people	in	this:	providing	a	safe	environment	for	discussing	controversial	issues	and	helping	young	people	understand	how	they	can	influence	and	participate	in	decision-making	(p.	3-4).		As	abstract	principles,	the	educational	objectives	expressed	here	seem	relatively	unproblematic	in	so	far	as	they	are	consistent	with	familiar	ideals	and	practices	in	both	multi-cultural	and	citizenship	education.		However,	when	contextualised	within	the	Toolkit	and	its	proposed	practices,	these	principles	begin	to	sound	like	empty	rhetoric.		The	Prevent	strategy	as	a	whole,	and	Learning	Together	to	be	Safe	in	particular,	is	premised	on	winning	the	‘hearts	and	minds’	of	young	Muslims	to	unite	around	‘shared	British	values’.		Here,	‘British	values’	are	held	up	as	the	‘gold	standard’	for	democratic	citizenship	and	Muslim	culture,	traditions	and	values	are	pathologised	as	‘other’	and	considered	a	threat	to	British	society.		This	is	a	distorted	model	of	‘citizenship	education’.		Moreover,	it	points	to	the	dubious	role	of	Learning	Together	to	be	Safe	in	normatively	shaping	the	psyche	and	socio-political	consciousness	of	Muslim	children	and	young	people	in	line	with	the	interests	of	the	British	State;	namely	the	shaping	of	a	Muslim	identity	towards	the	formation	of	an	idealised	norm	of	‘the	moderate	Muslim’.		In	this	sense	it	is	possible	to	observe	how	‘citizenship	discourse’	can	embrace	the	language	of	rights	and	inclusion,	but	may	serve	to	cloak	more	subtle	techniques	of	governance.		This	can	be	illustrated	further	through	close	analysis	of	the	discourses	of	‘the	British	Muslim	child’	in	Learning	Together	to	be	Safe.		The	emphasis	on	encouraging	flexible	thinking	and	critical	evaluation	skills	so	that	children	and	young	people	can	question	and	challenge	the	information	they	receive	and	avoid	‘absolutism’	sounds	entirely	consistent	with	a	positive	model	of	childhood	which	sees	children	as	capable,	rational,	competent,	legitimate	social	and	political	actors.		Indeed,	these	are	precisely	the	cognitive	pre-requisites	for	promoting	resilience	against	‘extremist’	ideology	and	preventing	‘violent	extremism’	identified	by	prominent	social	psychologists	writing	in	the	field	(see	for	example,	Moghaddam,	2005).		Yet	tensions	and	inconsistencies	are	evident	in	the	image	or	model	of	the	‘child’	in	Learning	Together	to	be	Safe	that	have	significant	implications	for	the	actualisation	of	Muslim	children	and	young	people’s	rights	to	political	agency.		Furthermore,	it	is	possible	to	see	how	several	
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articles	of	the	UNCRC	(United	Nations,	1989)	are	potentially	compromised,	if	not	blatantly	disregarded,	in	the	discourses	and	practices	associated	with	Learning	
Together	to	be	Safe,	specifically:			
• Article	12	–	the	child’s	right	to	express	a	view	and	for	due	weight	to	be	given	to	it	
• Article	13	–	the	child’s	right	to	freedom	of	expression	
• Article	14	–	the	child’s	right	to	freedom	of	thought,	conscience	and	religion	
• Article	29	–	the	education	of	the	child	shall	be	directed	to	the	development	of	respect	for	human	rights	and	fundamental	freedoms	and	for	the	principles	enshrined	in	the	Charter	of	the	United	Nations.		As	established	above,	the	discourse	of	‘extremism’	in	the	Toolkit	rests	principally	upon	the	construction	of	the	young	British	Muslim	as	a	‘politically	risky’	subject	–	i.e.,	as	‘would-be-terrorist’.		This	discursive	construction	contradicts	and	undermines	the	assertion	that	schools	offer	children	and	young	people	‘a	safe	environment	in	which	to	explore	controversial	issues’	(DCSF,	2008,	p.	3-4).		For	example,	the	fifth	strand	of	how	Prevent	applies	in	a	school	context	states,	‘use	teaching	styles	and	curriculum	opportunities	which	allow	grievances	to	be	aired,	explored	and	demonstrate	the	role	of	conflict	resolution	and	active	citizenship’	(DCSF,	2008,	p.	7,	emphasis	in	original).		But	how	is	it	possible	for	Muslim	children	and	young	people	to	‘air	their	grievances	safely’	when	giving	voice	to	their	experiences	of	injustice	runs	the	risk	of	teachers	interpreting	this	as	an	indicator	of	potential	involvement	in	‘extremism’?	(i.e.,	extremism	‘is	likely	to	be	fuelled	by	a	sense	of	grievance	that	can	be	triggered	by	personal	experiences	of	racism	or	discrimination’	(DCSF,	2008,	p.	17).		In	this	context,	airing	one’s	opinions	is	clearly	a	‘politically	risky’	enterprise	for	children	and	young	people,	with	potentially	serious	consequences	for	their	civil	liberties	if	it	results	in	a	Channel	referral.		Thus,	it	is	unsurprising	that	many	Muslim	children	and	young	people	choose	to	remain	silent.		This	example	also	points	to	the	overarching	fundamental	problem	of	associating	citizenship	education	directly	with	the	wider	preventing	violent	extremism	agenda	and	its	pejorative	link	with	Muslim	communities.		Furthermore,	while	Learning	Together	to	be	Safe	‘talks	up’	participation	and	consultation	with	young	people	as	stakeholders,	the	dominant	voices	are	those	of	adults	–	whether	politicians	or	‘experts’.		For	example,	much	is	made	of	consultation	with	members	of	the	UK	Youth	Parliament	(UKYP)	in	the	development	of	the	Toolkit.		However,	in	oral	evidence	to	the	House	of	Commons	Communities	and	Local	Government	Committee	(2010),	one	young	person	from	UKYP	stated:		
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It	is	quite	disempowering	as	young	people	to	see	our	report	be	completely	ignored	by	government…[W]e	made	a	constructive	criticism	to	DCSF	(Department	for	Children,	Schools	and	Families)	on	the	terrorism	toolkit,	based	on	consultations	with	teachers	and	youth	workers.	From	what	we	heard	and	in	our	opinion,	it	was	not	working	and	it	was	not	being	as	effective	as	potentially	it	could	have	been.	When	we	presented	that	view	to	them,	it	was	completely	shot	down	and	ignored.		The	selective	reporting	of	the	views	of	these	young	people	suggests	that	the	processes	they	took	part	in	were	little	more	than	tokenism	on	the	part	of	the	British	Government.		
Conclusion	This	article	has	critically	examined	the	complex	relationship	between	official	policy	discourse	and	developments	in	counter-extremism	practices	directed	at	children	and	young	people	in	the	UK.		Specifically,	it	has	problematised	the	recruitment	of	schools	and	teachers	in	counter-extremism	practices	in	England	through	the	introduction	of	Learning	Together	to	be	Safe:	a	toolkit	to	help	schools	
contribute	to	the	prevention	of	violent	extremism	and	has	discussed	its	implications	for	the	social	and	political	agency	of	young	British	Muslims.		In	this,	the	Toolkit	(and	the	practices	that	arise	from	it)	has	been	implicated	in	extending	the	scope	and	reach	of	the	late	modern	neo-liberal	disciplinary	State	in	the	governance	of	Muslim	children	and	young	people	through	their	discursive	construction	as	‘risky’	subjects	requiring	‘protection’	and/or	‘support’.		Moreover,	rather	than	a	positive	initiative	within	‘citizenship	education’	Learning	
Together	to	be	Safe	has	been	more	accurately	identified	as	an	exercise	in	disciplinary	normalisation	of	the	British	Muslim	child	aimed	at	producing	a	governable	subject	-	‘the	enlightened,	moderate	Muslim’.		In	many	ways	these	practices	resonate	with	wider	developments	that	characterise	neo-liberal	childhood	–	an	obsession	with	controlling	‘risk’,	the	re-framing	of	authoritarian	practices	within	protectionist	children’s	rights	discourse,	and	the	dispersal	of	discipline	through	the	universal	approach	to	child	welfare	(Hendrick,	2009).		As	such,	though	space	precludes	elaboration	here,	the	implications	of	the	critique	developed	in	this	paper	extend	beyond	the	educational	context	and	speak	to	children	and	young	people’s	practitioners	working	across	all	disciplines	and	sectors.		The	routinisation	of	professional	practices	of	monitoring,	surveillance	and	‘disciplining’	of	Muslim	children	and	young	people,	‘in	their	best	interests’,	on	behalf	of	the	State,	distorts	and	disrespects	Muslim	children	and	young	people’s	citizenship	rights.		With	this	in	mind,	practitioners	should	familiarise	themselves	with	the	wider	critical	literature	surrounding	Prevent,	and	develop	practices	that	are	consistent	with	an	authentic	‘citizenship	for	all’	model.		A	useful	framework	for	such	a	model	has	
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been	developed	by	the	UK	Race	in	Europe	Network	(UKREN,	2009)	who	propose	5	central	principles:		
1. Muslim	voice	Muslim	views	and	voices	about	British	citizenship	should	be	heard	and	attended	to	in	current	debates.	
2. Identity	and	belonging	Each	young	Muslim	person	in	modern	Britain	should	be	supported	and	assisted	in	the	development	of	their	sense	of	personal	identity	and	self-esteem,	and	of	where	they	belong.	
3. Duties	and	responsibilities	Young	Muslim	citizens	of	the	UK	should	be	helped	to	balance	their	various	duties	and	responsibilities	towards	others	and	themselves.	
4. Challenging	prejudice	There	is	an	urgent	need,	if	young	people	of	Muslim	heritage	are	to	play	a	full	part	in	Britain	as	citizens,	to	challenge,	combat	and	resist	Islamophobia	and	anti-Muslim	racism.	
5. Participation	Young	Muslim	citizens	should	be	helped	to	develop	political	literacy	and	participation	skills,	and	skills	in	effecting	change	(p.	16).		
All	children	and	young	people,	regardless	of	their	ethnic	or	religious	backgrounds,	should	have	access	to	social	spaces	where	they	are	free	to	explore	ideas	as	well	as	develop	their	sense	of	identity	and	belonging.		Teachers	(and	other	adults	working	with	children)	have	a	vital	role	to	play	both	in	creating	safe	environments	where	they	can	do	so,	and	in	facilitating,	not	stifling,	children	and	young	people’s	political	agency	and	political	engagement	in	society.				
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